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Executive Summary 

This study reviewed the role of the school 2 >ne law in 443 drug dealing cases in 
three cities: Fall River, New Bedford and Springfield. 

The study shows that: 

(a) School zones -- the areas within 1000 feet of schools — cover 29% of the 
areas of the study cities, 56% of the high poverty areas within the cities. (See 
Table 14.) 

(b) Although less than 1% of the drug-dealing cases involved sales to minors, 
most of the cases, approximately 80%, occurred within school zones, apparently 
because of the density of schools in high-poverty/high-drug-dealing areas. (See 
text at note 3, Table 9 and Table 14.) 

(c) Most school zone cases are “broken down” - defendants plead to lesser 
charges and receive less than the two-year mandatory minimum sentence for 
dealing in a school zone. (See Table 10.) 

(d) Decisions to “break down” charges are not influenced by proximity to 
schools or time of day. (See Table 10 and Table 11.) 

(e) Most drug dealers commit their offenses close to home and most school- 
zone-charged dealers reside in school zones. (See Table 12.) 

(f) Overlapping school zone boundaries are chaotic and confusing in the 
studied inner city areas. (See Figures and discussion at pages 17-18.) 

(g) The school zone statute fails to push drug dealing away from schools - the 
density of dealing within 250 feet of schools is similar to the density of dealing at 
greater distances. (See Table 13.) 

Anecdotal discussions indicate that these factual findings in three cities are probably 
consistent with the patterns in other cities. 

It appears from the study findings that the school zone statute (a) does not make 
the areas around schools particularly safe for children; (b) cannot reasonably be expected 
to do so; and (c) perhaps as a result, is not used by prosecutors in a way calculated to 
move dealing away from schools. Instead the law operates generally to raise the penalty 
level for drug dealing and does so in ways that are unpredictable for defendants. 
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Introduction 

At the height of national concern about crack, around 1989, Massachusetts and 
many other states^ created an enhanced penalty for drug dealing in proximity to areas 
where kids play. In Massachusetts, the legislature provided for a minimum mandatory 
two-year incarceration for dealing within 1000 feet of a primary, secondary or vocational 
school.^ The two years are additional to any other punishment imposed. The 
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court has generally upheld the school zone law, stating 
in Commonwealth v. Taylor , 413 Mass. 243, 250, 596 N.E.2d 333 (1992), that the law 
“furthers a legitimate State interest of protecting children and adolescents by establishing 
a drug free school zone.” 

While no one questions the goals of school zone legislation, it is time to ask how 
the legislation has functioned in practice. The present study is focused essentially on two 
questions: (1) Are charging and sentencing in school zone cases shaped by the legislative 
goal of keeping drug dealing away from schools? (2) Is the law successful in moving 
drug dealing away from schools? 



' See Bateman, T., “Validity, Construction and Application of State Statutes Prohibiting Sale or Possession of Controlled Substances 
within Specified Distance of Schools,” 27 ALR 5" 593 (1995). 

^ In 1993, the legislature expanded the law to also cover dealing within 100 feet of a park. In 1998, after a court decision determining ' 
that pre-schools were not elementary schools subject to the law as worded, the legislature added 1000 foot protection for accredited 
pre-school and headstart programs. As it has read since July 1 , 1998, M.G.L. c. 94C s. 32 J provides that: 

Any person who violates the provisions of section thirty-two [class A (primarily opiates) sales], thirty-two A [class B (primarily 
cocaine) sales], thirty-two B [class C (primarily prescription drug) sales], thirty-two C [class D (primarily marijuana) sales], 
thirty -two D [class E (other) sales], thirty -two E [trafficking], thirtytwo F [sales to minors] or thirty -two I [paraphernalia sales] 
while in or on, or within one thousand feet of the real property comprising a public or private accredited pre-school, accredited 
headstart facility, elementary, vocational, or secondary school whether or not in session, or within one hundred feet of a public 
park or playground shall be punished by a term of imprisonment in the state prison for not less than two and one -half nor more 
than fifteen years or by imprisonment in a jail or house of correction for not less than two nor more than two and one -half years. 
No sentence imposed under the provisions of this section shall be for less than a mandatory minimum term of imprisonment of 
two years. A fine of not less than one thousand nor more than ten thousand dollars may be imposed but not in lieu of the 
mandatory minimum two year term of imprisonment as established herein. In accordance with the provisions of section eight A 
of chapter two hundred and seventy-nine such sentence shall begin from and after the expiration of the sentence for violation of 
section thirty -two, thirty-two A, thirty -two B, thirty-two C, thirty-two D, thirty-two E, thirty -two F or thirty -two I. Lack of 
knowledge of school boundaries shall not be a defense to any person who violates the provisions of this section. 
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There are two kinds of larger questions that we do not address in this study: (1) 
questions about the effectiveness of mandatory sentencing or “the drug wars” more 
generally; (2) questions about decision-making by police and prosecutors as related to 
race or other considerations. Our methods speak only to the particular operation of the 
school zone law. 
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Methodology and Sample Validity 

The basic steps of our study were: (1) to select counties (Bristol and Hampden) 
and cities within them for study (Fall River, New Bedford and Springfield) ; (2) to select 
a sample of drug dealing cases for study in the selected cities; (3) to review District 
Attorney case files for the selected cases and extract selected data items (primarily from 
the police reports); (4) to map incident locations, schools and parks in the cities; (5) to 
compute distances from drug-dealing incident locations to schools and parks; (6) to 
analyze time/date and geographic factors influencing case outcomes; (7) to analyze the 
geography of drug dealing with reference to the school zone law. 



Sample Selection 



Counties for Study 

We conducted our study in two Massachusetts counties: Bristol and Hampden. This was a “convenience 
sample”: although we approached all of the District Attorneys in the 8 large counties (the first 8 listed in 
Table 1), only those from Hampden and Bristol counties were willing to participate. 

The two participating counties, especially Hampden, have above-average poverty rates (1989 data) and 
above-average rates of drug charges per 1000 residents. They both contain substantial areas of 
concentrated poverty. In Massachusetts, areas of concentrated poverty have drug dealing incarceration 
rates over 50 times higher than affluent areas.^ 

Hampden county had a relatively high rate of drug charges leading to school zone convictions (last column 
in Table 1), while Bristol’s rate is relatively low. District Court drug charges in Table 1 include possession 
charges, which cannot lead to school zone convictions, and the rates shown here cannot be used to compare 
counties. (Available summary data on District Court activity does not differentiate possession from drug 
dealing charges. Nationwide, approximately 1 in 4 arrests for a drug offenses is for a dealing offense."*) 



^ See Brownsberger W., Profile of Anti-Drug Law Enforcement in Poverty Areas in Massachusetts, report (110 pages) published in 
1 997 through the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, now available online at httt)://www.hms.h arvard.edu/doa/ (select “Faculty and 
Staff’ and then Brownsberger). See, in particular. Chart 6 at page 9. The data in Profile is state prison data, reflecting primarily the 
more serious drug dealing offenses. “High” or “concentrated” poverty areas are areas consisting of census tracts in each of which 
more than 20% of the population lives in households with income below the poverty line. 

^ Communication from Federal Bureau of Investigation, Criminal Justice Information Services Division, response to author’s request, 
number 980589, August 25 1998. 
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Table 1: Counties in Massachusetts (Sample Counties Highlighted)^ 



Counties: := (8. 
Larger:::lii:' 

countiesilisted 

...first) 


Population; . 
(1998) ' 


Poverty 
' ' (1990) " 


% of PopV’in • 
High Poverty 
Areas (1990f 


■DisitncLGpu^^^ 
DrugChatt^^" 
. (FYI998)'. 


ijpistnct Court.’ 
Drug Charges 
per idoOPop,. 


i" ScKbbjiZ^^ 
'Cbn\rictibM 
. (FY1998) 


. School Zone ,, 
Convictions pier 
; lOpODnig " 
Charges 


Bristol 


528,904 


9.1% 


8.8% 


5,204 


10 


14 


2.7 


Essex 


715,669 


9.3% 


13.1% 


6,221 


9 


23 


3.7 


Hampden 


454,635 


13.0%| 


18.3% 


6,760 


15 


108 


16.0 


Middlesex 


1,464,685 


6.2% 


2.5% 


6,027 


4 


42 


7.0 


Norfolk 


657,683 


4.5% 


0.0% 


2,477 


4 


6 


2.4 


Plymouth 


470,158 


6.6% 


5.2% 


3,074 


7 


26 


8.4 


Suffolk 


649,733 


18.1% 


42.7% 


11,559 


18 


75 


6.5 


Worcester 


752,569 


8.3% 


7.8% 


6,191 


8 


13 


2.1 


Barnstable 


205,920 


7.5% 


0.0% 


1,095 


5 


0 


o.d 


Berkshire 


138,938 


8.7% 


0.0% 


622 


4 


9 


14.2 


Dukes 


14,272 


6.7% 


0.0% 


122 


9 


0 


0.0 


Franklin 


71,615 


9.6% 


0.0% 


330 


5 


0 


0.0 


Hampshire 


158,777 


10.7% 


0.0% 


723 


5 


0 


0.0 


Nantucket 


7,705 


5.7% 


0.0% 


30 


4 


0 


0.0 


TOTAUAVG 


6,291,263 


8.9% 


10.2% 


50,435 


8.0 


316 


6.3 



Cities to be Studied in Those Counties 



We selected the largest cities in each county: in Bristol County, both Fall River and New Bedford; in 
Hampen County, Springfield. In each county, the selected cities included just over 1/3 of the total 
population, most of the population in concentrated poverty areas and roughly 2/3 of the drug charges - see 
Table 2. 



Table 2: Population and Poverty for Cities in Bristol and Hampden Counties 
(Selected Cities Highlighted)^ 



City; 


Population in 
High Poverty 
Areas (1990 ) 


City High 
Poverty Areas 
as % of County 


Total 

Population 

(1990) 


City Total 
Population as % 
of County 


District Court 
Drug Charges 
(FY1998) 


District Court 
Drug Charges 
as % of 

r. 8 

County 


Fall River . 


; ■ V 19,667 


44% 


. ' ;92;703 


.. ;I'8% 


^ 1,205 


23% 


New Bedford 


• 24,848 


. '5,6% 


- 99,922 


- 20% 


' 2;58!> 


: 50% 


Rest of Bristol County 


0 


0% 


313,700 


62% 


1,410 


27% 


Total Bristol County 


44,515 


100% 


506,325 


100% 


5,204 


100% 


Holyoke 


17,950 


21% 


43,704 


10% 


1,630 


24% 


Springfield 


'65,692 


79% 


156,983 


34% 


.4,220 


62% 


Rest of Hampden County 


0 


0 % 


255,623 


56% 


910 


13% 


Total Hampden County 


83,642 


100 % 


456,310 


100% 


6,760 


100% 



^ Data Sources for Table 1 are: 1998 population counts are from The Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research, 
Population Estimates of Massachusetts Cities, Towns and Counties, Census Counts and Current Estimates, 1930 to 1998, 
http://ww>w^ 1 .miser. umass.edu/datacenter/poDulation/Pop3Q9 8.xls (prepared September 2000 and accessed January 2, 2001); poverty 
rates are computed from the 1990 census, specifically Summary Tape File 3 A on CD-Rom prepared by the Bureau of the Census, 
Data User Services Division as reissued in November 1995; for drug charge counts. Supreme Judicial Court, Annual Report of the 
State of the Massachusetts Court System, Fiscal Year 1998, pages 88-89; for school conviction counts, Massachusetts Sentencing 
Commission, written communication to Will Brownsberger on October 13,1 999. District Court charges in Suffolk County as shown 
here include the Boston Municipal Court.'' 

^ See note 3. 

^ Data sources for Table 2 are same as for Table 1 . 

^ Note that these drug charge counts and percentages are based on all drug charges filed in the District Courts - both possession and 
dealing charges and also charges from surrounding communities in the venues of the District Court. Our saniples of FY99 drug 
dealing incidents (limited to those with fully reviewed police reports including identification of incident cities) in Fall River, New 
Bedford, and Springfield Courts showed that incidents in the cities themselves accounted for the following shares of the dmg-dealing 
case-flows respectively: 87.5% (1 1 1 of 129), 92.6% (189 of 204), 97.4%(188 of 193). The four cities listed in Table 2 contain 
respectively 68%, 6 1 %, 1 00% and 65% of the population within their District Courts’ venues ( 1 990). They each contain 1 00% of the 
concentrated poverty in their District Courts’ venues. 
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Case Data in Each City 

We sought to sample cases according to the following rules: 

Cases should involve charges that would create legal exposure to a school zone penalty if they 
occurred in a school zone — essentially drug-dealing charges? Cases are included whether or 
not school zone violation is actually charged. 

Cases should have been entered in the courts in Fiscal /PPP— July 1 , 1998 through June 30, 
1999. This time selection was based on three objectives: (1) to obtain a full year to avoid any 
seasonality effect; (2) to use a year old enough that most cases would have been disposed of; (3) 
to use a year recent enough that case files would not have been transferred to archival facilities. 

Cases should not include trafficking charges^ charges of dealing under Chapter 94C, Section 
32E — generally higher weight dealing carrying mandatory penalties. We expected that these 
mandatory penalties, frequently higher than the school zone mandatory penalties, would be the 
dominant factors in negotiating settlements in trafficking cases. 

Cases should involve adult defendants. Juvenile cases do not generally lead to incarceration, and 
the school zone charge is less relevant. 

Cases should originate in the District Court as opposed to Superior Court. Cases originating in 
Superior Court generally involve strategic activities directed against high priority dealer targets 
by the police and prosecutors. We did not exclude cases that originated in District Court and 
were subsequently indicted to Superior Court. 

Within these criteria, our case sampling process differed in the two participating counties. In Bristol 
County, the District Attorney provided us in electronic form a full county-wide list of all cases eligible 
under the mles of preceding paragraphs. He allowed us to work on the premises of his Fall River and New 
Bedford Offices and retrieve and review all the case files on the list. 



Table 3: Collection of Drug-Dealing Case Data for Fiscal 1999 in Bristol County 
(New Bedford and Fall River District Courts) 







New Bedford 
District Court ^ 


TalLRiver 
Dis^rt Court . ' 


List of all District Court adult drug- dealing cases in FY 1999 


257 


159 


Files completely located 


231 


146 


After cases with t rafficking charges excluded 


204 


129 


After cases with incidents in other cities excluded 


189 


111 


After cases with incidents not found on maps excluded 


180 


103 



In Hampden County, our method was different. The District Attorney provided us with (1) a list of all 
(399) Springfield District Court cases entered in Fiscal 1999 that included school zone charges (but not 
drug-dealing cases where school zone offenses were not charged) and (2) a sample of redacted files for 158 
District and 106 Superior Court school zone cases. We compared the sample files to the District Court list 
and excluded some Superior Court files which did not arise from cases entered originally in District Court. 



’ The specific cases that we intended to include in our samples were all cases that included among their charges violations of any of 
the following sections of Chapter 94A: section thirty -two (class A, primarily opiates sales), thirty -two A (class B, primarily cocaine, 
sales), thirty-two B (class C, primarily prescription dmg, sales), thirty-two C (class D, primarily marijuana, sales), thirty -two D (class 
E, other, sales), thirty-two F (sales to minors) or thirty -two I (paraphernalia sales) 
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Table 4:Collection oi School Zone Case Data for Fiscal 1999 in Springfield District Court 



Total School Zone Case Files 




■|!' i::. ; 


iV'fe- 


Hamptkn County 
Superior CJourt 


Springfield 
District Court ^ 


Selected files received of adult school zone cases 


106 


158 


Files complete with school zone charges entered in FY99 


100 


141 


After cases with trafficking charges excluded 


76 


136 


After cases with incidents in other cities excluded 


51 


130 


After cases not corresponding to cases on District Court List excluded 


30 


n/a‘” 


After cases with incidents not found on maps excluded (no losses) 


30 


130 


Cases analyzed as District Court cases 


160 



We were concerned that our Springfield sample might be materially biased by either time of year or by 
disposition of case. Although there is some month-to-month fluctuation in case flow as one might expect, 
Table 5 shows that the seasonal distribution of sample cases is similar to the distribution of all cases. 



Table 5: Distribution by Quarter of Springfield District Court Sample of School Zone Cases 
Compared to All Fiscal 1999 Springfield District Court School Zone Cases 



'::^:Quarter;--;h 


ji^f: District 
Goiiit Cases ^ 
Iriot^ilndictedl 


ii%':of pism 

If/indicted'':;::: 


i;:%ofTbtali^^ 

included; 

StudylSairiple 


PistrictCq 
i Gases 


98:111 


27% 


20% 


26% 


25% 


98;IV 


21% 


20% 


21% 


21% 


99:1 


19% 


43% 


24% 


24% 


99:11 


33% 


17% 


30% 


31% 


FY99 


100% 


100% 


100% 


,100% 


N 


130 


30 


160 


399 



As to dispositions, the sample is similar to the universe of all drug dealing cases, but (a) it excludes defaults 
and cases still open and (b) it under-includes cases that have been indicted to superior court. See Table 6 
below. We can see no likely systematic effect of these differences on the conclusions of the study. 



Table 6: Distribution by Disposition of Springfield District Court Sample of School Zone Cases 
Compared to All Fiscal 1999 Springfield District Court School Zone Cases 



District Court Disposition 


^ ■ Cases 
included . 
StudySample 


% of Cases 
• included 
StudySample 


AUiiDistrict:;: 
; Cdiirt; G^es 


:::: % 

Distr 

C 


of All 

ictiCourt 

:^ases 


% ofClosi 
Districted 
Case^i 


sdi 

ifrt 


No convictions (of any charge)* ' 


40 


25% 


81 


20% 


23% 


Conviction (for some charge) but no incarceration 


38 


24% 


62 


16% 


18% 


Conviction (for some chaige) with incarceration 


51 


32% 


88 


22% 


25% 


Indicted (and dismissed from District Court) 


31 


19% 


117 


29% 


34% 


Open (trial pending or case on default) 


0 


0% 


51 


13% 


N/A 


N 


160 


160 ' 


399 


399 


348 



Geographic Data and Accuracy Issues 
Overview 



We collected and compared geographic data from diverse sources . Our goal was to derive the best possible 
position estimates for drug-dealing incidents and school zone boundaries (short of interviewing arresting 



We included two eligible cases for which we had District Court files but which we could not locate on the District Court school 
zone case list. 

This category includes continuances without a finding, dismissals, not -guilty findings, nolle prosequis and several less common 
non -convictions. 
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officers and retaining surveyors). In general, we believe that the mapping and measurement process did not 
introduce error sufficient to influence our conclusions. 

The matrix below details which sources were used and for what purposes. Each source is described in 
more detail below. Further below, an overall discussion of estimation accuracy issues follows. 



Table 7: Summary Application of Major Data Sources to Park/School/Case Mapping 



Mapping Target . 


Public; 
Address ^ 
:■ Lists 


Aerial Photogi 


raphy 


'Geographic . ^ _ 

, Positioning l^;yisit=^; 


'Planning Department 
Geographic ^ 

J nform'ati6n:Systems 


■ Coinmercial , 

"Geographic Data? 't', ' 

V V ' , . . /• ?!.' ' ' 


Fall River Schools 


Y 


Used to touch up GPS 
results 


Core data source to 
locate boundaries 


N/A 


N/A 


Fall River Parks 


Y 


Used to derive 
boundaries based on 
address and 
surrounding streets in 
public list 


N/A 


N/A 


Used to locate parks 
in photos with 
reference to 
surrounding streets 


Fall River Cases 


N/A 


N/A 


Primary Source 




Selected additional 
cross-street cases 


New Bedford 
Schools 


Y 


Used to confirm 
decisions about parcel 
inclusions 


Used to locate and 
verify parcels to 
include 


Primary source for 
parcel boundaries 


N/A 


New Bedford 
Parks 


Y 


Used to confirm 
decisions about parcel 
inclusions 


N/A 


Primary source for 
parcel boundaries 


N/A 


New Bedford 
Cases 


N/A 


N/A 


Primary source 


Add locations for 2 
cases 


N/A 


Springfield 

Schools 


Y 


Used to confirm 
decisions about parcel 
inclusion 


Used to locate and 
verify parcels to 
include in high 
frequency locations 


Primary source for 
parcel boundaries 


N/A 


Springfield Parks 


Y 


Used to confirm 
decisions about parcel 
inclusion 


N/A 


Primary source for 
parcel boundaries 


N/A . 


Springfield non- 
schools included in 
police reports (day 
care centers, etc,) 


Y 


Used to confirm 
decisions about parcel 
inclusion 


Used to locate and 
verify parcels to 
include in high 
frequency locations 


Primary source for 
parcel boundaries 


N/A 


Springfield Cases 


N/A 


N/A 


Primary Source 


N/A 


N/A 



Major Data Sources Used 

Inventories of Schools and Parks 

We derived basic lists of schools and their addresses for each of the cities from the state Department of 
Education website, “School and District Profiles,” http://profiles.doe.mass,edu/ (accessed August through 
October 2000), In Springfield and New Bedford, we supplemented the DOE website with a set of 
Geographic Information System (“GIS”) points for each school, using these point sets, in effect, as address 
lists. Additionally, in New Bedford and Fall River, we added several schools that appeared on local school 
zone maps but not on the DOE website. Finally, in every city we reviewed the schools referenced in police 
reports in school zone cases. 

Similarly, in all cities we obtained lists of parks and playgrounds from the Park Departments, In 
Springfield, we were also able to reference a map of parcel boundaries all park and conservation areas 
supplied in GIS form. In New Bedford, the Planning Department supplied location points of open space 
parcels including playgrounds and parks. As with schools, we attempted to identify and include the few 
parks referenced in police reports. 

See Appendices for reconciliation of the alternative school/park sources. 
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Aerial Photography 



From MassGlS, the Massachusetts Geographic Information System operated by the Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, we obtained aerial photographs covering each of the cities we 
were studying. We downloaded the photographs from http://www.state.ma.us/mgis/dwn -im^.htm in 
MrSID (Multi-resolution Seamless Image Database) format in 0.5 meter resolution (each pixel represents 
0.5 meters on the ground at the scale of 1:5000). 

These digitized black-and-white photographs were projected by MassGlS using Arc/Info software to 
register to the North American Datum 1983 (NAD 83) Massachusetts Mainland State Plane meters 
coordinate system. The photographs each cover an area 4000 meters by 4000 meters. They match well to 
our other data-sources when the sources are projected in the same coordinate system. 

MassGlS believes that 90% of well-defined features lie within 0.5 millimeters of where they should be in 
the photograph, that is, within 2.5 meters (at the 1:5000 scale) of their position on the ground. They believe 
further that the maximum displacement of well-defined features on the ground is under 5 meters. 
MassGlS, “1:5000 Scale Black and White Digital Orthophoto Images - March 2000, Production,” 
http://www.state.ma. usmgis/oadesc.htm /re-accessed December 26, 2000). 

We reprojected our data to the same projection as the photos and overlayed it over the photographs. We 
used the photographs as our gold standard for resolving inconsistencies in the location of features. 

Geographic Positioning System (GPS). 

We used a Garmin GPS III Plus hand-held GPS device to estimate the latitudes and longitudes of over 900 
locations - dmg dealing incidents and school boundary comers — that we visited for the study. 

The Garmin GPS III Plus is a 12 parallel channel receiver that receives satellite input and estimates ground 
latitude and longitude. The device continuously reports the number of satellites that it is in contact with 
and their signal strengths. Time spent stationary in a single location and the orientation of the device affect 
received si^al strengths. We worked to achieve measurements for which the device estimated its own 
measurement errors at 27 feet or less (“degree of precision” of less than 2). Conditions allowed the GPS 111 
Plus to achieve this self-reported accuracy in all but a handful among the points that we visited and plotted 
using the device. 

All of the measurements were taken between September and December 2000 — after the end of Department 
of Defense imposed Selective Availability (partial satellite jamming). Garmin specifications for the device 
estimate positional accuracy of 15 meters on jn^erage (root-mean-square) without Selective Availability. 
Anecdotal evidence from other researchers suggests the error may be closer to 10 meters. Accuracy 
fluctuates according to solar-created atmospheric conditions at the level of ionosphere. 

Our latitude/longitude measurements compared reasonably well with aerial photographs of areas containing 
points that we measured. In general, we feel comfortable claiming that the vast majority of our individual 
GPS measurements were accurate within 50 feet. Certainly, there is no systematic bias in the directions of 
positioning errors that could affect our study conclusions. 

We uploaded latitude/longitude projections for locations to personal computers for analysis using GPS 
Communicator, version 1.00.034, fromNautical Software, Inc. 

Local Geographic Information System Data and Projection Issues 

The Planning Department in Springfield and the MIS Department in New Bedford provided copies of their 
geographic information system databases. Both departments provided the GIS maps of streets and real 
estate parcels together with files containing owner and land use data for each parcel. Fall River was in the 
process of creating this data, but it was not yet available as of December 2000. 
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The Springfield files were projected files in the North American Datum 1983 (NAD 83) Massachusetts 
Mainland State Plane feet coordinate system. In order to integrate them with other data, we first had to re- 
project them to geographic coordinates. To do this, we used Arcview 3.Ts Projector! extension, 
identifying the projection of the Springfield files to be converted as standard Lambert conformal conic, 
State Plane 1983, Massachusetts Mainland^^ (map units in feet) and projecting them to • geographic 
coordinates. The Springfield files matched nicely to the MassGIS aerial photographs after this 
transformation. 

The New Bedford files were projected to the state plane using the North American Datum of 1927. Re- 
projection of these files to geographic coordinates (using the same methods as for the Springfield files but 
referring to the standard state plan 1927 data) leaves them out of synchronization with the photographs. 
After some experimentation, we found that a slight adjustment of the positional parameters for the files as 
input to the Projector! utility resulted in a good match. 

Local School Zone Maps 

Paper school zone maps were provided by the New Bedford and Fall River planning departments. These 
maps were prepared to assist police and prosecutors in defining school zones. The Fall River map is dated 
January 7, 1998 and the New Bedford Map is undated. 

We used these maps as comparisons, principally to assure that we had identified all schools and secondarily 
to confirm addresses, but not for analytic positioning purposes. 

Census Bureau Derived Commercial Street Data 

Our initial study plan had called for plotting drug-dealing incidents without visiting them by using street 
data derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s TIGER (Topographically Integrated Geographic Encoding and 
Referencing) files. We found, however, that the accuracy of measurements based on these files was 
inadequate for most of our purposes. 

The Census Bureau has stated that TIGER street information “a/ best meets the established National Map 
Accuracy standards (approximately +/- 167 feet) [italics added].” U.S. Census Bureau, TIGER Frequently 
Asked Questions, at http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/geo/tigerfaq7023 (reaccessed December 26, 2000). 

This accuracy only applies to “nodes” - end points of street segments. Geo-coding of particular street 
addresses involves searching a TIGER derived database for the street segment containing the particular 
address. The latitude and longitude are estimated for the address by interpolating the address between the 
addresses at the nodes. To the extent that street addresses are not near the nodes and addresses are not 
evenly spaced, considerable additional error may be introduced in this step. 

We did make limited use of Geographic Data Technology’s Dynamap/2000 version 10.3 street datasets for 
Bristol and Hampden counties. These are part of a very well maintained and very heavily used national set 
of street, data derived from the TIGER files. However, the on-the ground positional accuracy of GDT’s 
files is fundamentally the same as the accuracy of the TIGER files, a point that GDT has soberly 
acknowledged. Don Cook, GDT President, “Creating Better Spatial Data,” at http://www.geo graphic. 
com/news/news.cftii?Record ID=59 (February 10, 2000). In some areas, GDT has undertaken updates to 
upgrade the positional accuracy of the TIGER files, but GDT has not improved the positional data for 
Bristol or Hampden counties. 



As in Arcview 3.1 supplied standard: Spheroid GRS80, Central Meridian -71.5, Reference Latitude 41, Standard Parallel 1 
41.7166666667, Standard Parallel 242.6833333333, False Easting 656166.6666; False Northing 2460624.99975. 

The Arcview 3.1 standard parameters for State Plane- 1927, Massachusetts Mainland are: Spheroid Clark 1866; Central Meridian - 
71.5; Standard Parallel 1 41 .7166666667; Standard Parallel 2 42.6833333333; False Easting 599999.9999390399; False Northing 0. 
We found that by decreasing False Easting to 599856 and False Northing to -36, we achieved a visually acceptable correspondence 
between the aerial photographs and the planning departments’ GIS maps. 
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In New Bedford, where we did a full GPS mapping of drug-dealing incidents (see further below), we 
compared the results of geo-coding based on GDI’s street data (using Arc View 3.2 ’s geo-coding engine) 
with the Esults of direct GPS mapping for 111 addresses numbered (as opposed to specified by street 
comers). In 24 of 1 1 1 cases, latitude/longitude coordinates implied differences over 500 feet, and only 40 
implied differences under 100 feet. This confirmed our decision that TIGER-based geo-coding was not 
generally acceptable for our purposes. When addresses were at street comers, we found that all but 2 of 63 
comparisons differed by less than 167 feet and 41 (65%) differed by less than 100 feet. As further 
discussed below, we made use of geo-coded cross -street positions primarily as a supplementary reference. 



Distance Measurement Methods 

For our analytic purposes in this study, we needed to determine the distance from each drug dealing case to 
each school and to choose the closest school. We tested two distinct approaches to measuring the 
thousands of distances from cases to schools. First, we constructed a spreadsheet model that directly 
computed distances between each incident point and each school and, for each point, selected the nearest 
school.*"^ Second, we used a user-developed Arcview 3.1 script that performed the essentially the same 
functions, but by using Arc View’s distance computing logic. We relied on the Arcview based script for 
all parts of our final analysis. 

We received the same results by both methods in a test using Fall River data - we achieved minimum 
distance agreement within 0.3% for all but one of 104 cases (measuring to 49 schools); the off-case was 
within 2.1% which amounted to 1 foot. Similarly in a test using New Bedford Data, we achieved minimum 
distance agreement within 0.5% in all but 6 of 178 comparison cases, and among these the furthest off case 
was within 2.1%. 



Accuracy and Sensitivity Analysis 

Cases 

For case locations, we relied primarily on direct GPS measurements at the drug dealing locations. We 
believe that the GPS equipment introduced no more than 50 feet of error in most cases. 

The initial determination of the locations of the incidents was more error-prone than the mechanical process 
of geographic data collection. All police reports that we reviewed included a description of the incident 
location, but the following problems made our interpretation of those reports imperfect: 

(a) at locations identified by cross streets, we were generally unsure which comer to measure from; 

(b) even at locations identified by street addresses, we did not know exactly where in the relevant lot 
or adjacent sidewalk or street we should measure from; 



In the spreadsheet approach, the essential steps werer (a) to create a local coordinate system by selecting the southwest most- 
feature to be measured and deeming it the origin; (b) to measure latitudes and longitudes as degree differences from that origin; (c) to 
convert these degree differences to feet using factors to reflect the earth’s circumference adjusted for the closer spacing of meridian 
lines at higher latitudes (in New Bedford the factors were 2725 1 2.2 feet per degree of longitude and 3648 13.3 per degree of latitude); 

(d) doing basic analytic geometry to determine the distance from each incident point to each polygon segment of each school parcel; 

(e) comparing distances to choose the minimum distance school. 

In the ArcView approach, we used a script developed by Timothy Fox and dated April 28, 1998. It is titled “Nearest Feature 
Analysis Tool” and is available on the web from the Arc View community exchange website at htio://{hs. esri.com /arcscripts/ 
details.cftn. This script loops through the cases (point) and school (polygon) features of geographic files and applies Arc View’s 
“distance” function. The script does not check for the projection or lack of projection of the data sets supplied to it for comparison. 
To achieve correct results it is essential to save the geographic files in an appropriate projection. In our uses of the scripts we saved 
files in Massachusetts Mainland state plane 1983 (map units in feet). 
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(c) in some incidents, activity spread across multiple locations - in these incidents we used location 
of arrest if the defendant was charged with possession with intent to distribute, and our best 
understanding of location of transaction if actual distribution was charged; 

(d) in a few incidents, police reports were ambiguous, describing intersections of streets that came 
close but did not intersect, for example, or numbered addresses that did not actually exist; we 
rejected some cases completely, but where a likely intention appeared we made measurements as 
best we could. 

We believe that, in most cases, the ambiguities in location for measurement introduced under 100 feet of 
error. We are certain that errors of this type (a) introduced no systematic bias to the data; (b) were 
uncorrelated with GPS measurement errors per se; and (c) should not affect our conclusions. 

Schools and Parks 

Schools and parks present several issues. Except for the decisions about school definitions discussed at 
footnote 16, we do not feel that decisions made about inclusion or boundaries had a material impact on the 
study results. 

(a) First, it was not feasible for us to confirm in every instance whether the schools or parks were in 
service during the fiscal year. The terms of Chapter 94C, S.32J, the school zone statute, apply 
whether or not school is in session. A legal ambiguity arises when a school may have been 
taken out of service or converted to other use. We included all of the facilities listed in our 
sources without checking for possible closure during the study period. 

(b) It is possible that a few small schools may have been missed that are in operation, but we erred 
on the side of inclusion in the cases of inconsistency among lists . The appendices show the 
schools included in each city analysis. 

(c) In reconciling alternative definitions of parcel boundaries, we erred towards inclusion in cases of 
doubt. We do not believe that these decisions had great impact on our analysis. 

We were able to estimate the effects of these parcel boundary decisions precisely in New Bedford. New 
Bedford is the city in which we had complete coverage under several alternative sources. First, we 
inspected boundary definitions in the Assessor’s office. These were not of such precision as to allow us to 
geographically locate boundaries, but they gave us a rough idea of position. Second, we then walked the 
boundaries of most of schools (39 of 41) with the hand held GPS. Third, we obtained the local GIS data 
and over-layed it together with our GPS-based boundaries over the aerial photographs. Finally, we defined 
our working school boundary definitions by selection of parcels from the local GIS. In many instances the 
final definition of coverage was expanded from the GPS-inspection data: We included recreational land 
that seemed, based on the aerial photographs, to be part of the complex of schools and refined the proper 
location of school boundaries. 

Although we took great care in reviewing alternative school boundary definitions, the net differences were 
small between the definitions initially obtained by our GPS mapping visits and our final boundary 
definitions. Appendix page 29 compares, for each of the schools in New Bedford, the differences between 
our first and final analyses. It shows that the average school parcel size goes up by 6%, with half of that 
increase from a correction in the boundary of one parcel. Similarly, the average distance from schools to 
the nearest incident went down by 10.6%, but almost two-thirds of this decrease was due to the addition of 
two schools in the final analysis, as opposed to new decisions about the boundaries of the originally 
included schools. In Fall River, the net effect of aerial touch-up of the school-boundaries after GPS- 
plotting was to reduce distances by 2.5% and increase school parcel areas by 4.0%. 
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Results and Analysis 



Cases, Charging and Disposition 

Most drug dealing incidents (78%) in the selected cities occur within school 
zones, 29% in daytime hours on school days. Only a few (5%) occur in park zones. In 
reviewing Table 8, the reader should recall that our sample in New Bedford and Fall 
River includes all drug dealing incidents in the subject period, regardless of whether there 
was a school zone charge. By contrast, our sample from Springfield includes only 



persons actually charged with school zone offenses. It is striking that the differences 



between the samples from the several cities are nevertheless quite minor. 



Table 8: Characteristics of Drug Dealing Incidents in Sample Cities 







1 i;i New 


llllif Spring fi^^ 

1 ( ScKbpl iZbhe ICsS) ^ 




Sample Size 


103 


180 


160 


443 


Within a school zone 


84% . 


78% 


74% 


78% 


Within a park zone 


3% 


2% 


11% 


5% 


Within either a school or park zone 


84% 


79% 


79%'" 


80% 


Outside any school or park zone 


16% 


21% 


21% 


20% 


Weekday 


88% 


82% 


88% 


86% 


Weekend 


12% 


18% 


13% 


14% 


Day (6AM -6PM) 


46% 


43% 


33% 


40% 


Evening (6PM - 10PM) 


33% 


42% 


44% 


41% 


Night (10PM -6AM) 


21% 


15% 


23% 


19% 


School Session (September - June) 


83% 


82% 


86% 


84% 


School Summer (July - August) 


17% 


18% 


14% 


16% 


Weekday Day in School Session 


36% 


29% 


24% 


29% 


No school: One or more of Summer, Weekend or 
After 6PM 


64% 


71% 


76% 


71% 


Heroin and other Class A 


49% 


29% 


23% 


32% 


Cocaine and other Class B 


34% 


41% 


61% 


47% 


Marijuana and other Class D 


15% 


26% 


16% 


20% 


Class E, miscellaneous minor 


1% 


2% 


0% 


1% 


Unspecified Drug 


2% 


2% 


0% 


1% 



Figure 1 shows visually the concentration of drug dealing incidents in school 



zones in downtown New Bedford. 



Table 8 indicates that only 79% of the school zone cases in Springfield were actually in a school or park zone. This number would 
increase to 87% if all institutions cited by the Springfield police were treated as schools in this analysis. There were 24 cases in which 
police reports mentioned institutions not on our list of schools. In thirteen of these cases, there are no alternative schools or parks on 
our list that are within 1000 feet . All of these 1 3 are titled as day care providers. See Appendix page 3 9. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Figure 1: Drug Dealing Incidents (dots) and School Zones (shaded) in Downtown New Bedford 




the offenders were charged with school zone offenses, we could compute the rates at 
which offenders in different circumstances were charged with school zone offenses. 
Table 9 presents these results. A significant share of those dealing in school zones are 
not charged with school zone offenses (18% in Fall River; 30% in New Bedford). Note 
that although a material share of those dealing outside school zones are charged with 
violations, most incidents are within school zones. See discussion below at page 1 5. 

Of the factors considered in Table 9, apart from location, only the drug sold 
makes a significant difference in the school zone charging decision: Heroin and cocaine 
dealers are more likely to be charged than marijuana dealers, although dealers of all 
illegal drugs are equally liable under the law. Although an effect of drug sold is apparent 
in Table 9 for both cities, only in Fall River is the contribution of drug sold statistically 
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significant.^^ The timing factors time of day, day of week, month of year show no 
powerful effects, and, of course, these factors have no effect on legal liability for school 



zone penalties. 

Table 9: Percent of Drug Dealing Cases Charged with School Zone Violations in Bristol County 



iC ' '' ''''' 


FalfiRiver^i 


New Bedford i:; 


Overall (N= 103, I80)(100%. 100%) 


77% ' 


62% 


Not within a school or park zone (N = 16, 38) (16%, 21%) 


50% 


34% 


Within either a school or park zone (N = 87, 142) (84%, 79%) 


82% 


70% 


Among Those Within School or Park Zone: 






Weekday (N= 91, 148) 


87% 


71% 


Weekend (N= 12, 32) 


50% 


65% 


Day (6AM - 6PM) (N = 47, 77) 


86% 


70% 


Evening (6PM - 10PM) (N - 34, 76) 


83% 


77% 


Night (10PM - 6AM) (N - 22, 27) 


71% 


42% 


School Session (September - June) (N == 85, 148) 


85% 


69% 


School Summer (July - August) (N = 18, 32) 


64% 


71% 


Weekday Day in School Session (N = 37, 52) 


87% 


62% 


One or more of Summer, Weekend or After 6PM (N = 66, 128) 


79% 


73% 


Heroin and other Class A (N = 50, 53) 


95% 


88% 


Cocaine and other Class B (N = 35, 73) 


84% 


64% 


Marijuana and other Class D (N = 1 5, 47) 


36% 


58% 


Class E, miscellaneous minor (N =1,3) 


0% 


50% 


Unspecified (N = 2, 4) 


50% 


100% 



The most striking fact about District Court dispositions of school zone charges is 



that most do not involve convictions. Compromise dispositions are the rule. We did not 
attempt in this study to analyze severity of disposition at a fine level, only to determine 
whether dispositions involved a guilty plea to the charge of dealing within a school zone. 
It is clear, however, that a significant proportion of the many who do not take convictions 



to school zone charges are not incarcerated at all. Based on data fi*om the District 
Attorney, in Springfield District Court, only 22% of school zone cases led to 
incarceration sentences (see Table 6). 34% were dismissed upon Superior Court 

indictments, but even at the Superior Court level, not all cases lead to incarceration — 



This is based on a regression analysis in SPSS 7.5 including all variables in Table 9 simplified as binary 0/1 variables. 

Some of the cell -to -cell differences are statistically significant, but these factors are not significant in regression. 

Chapter 94C, s. 32J explicitly states that the law shall apply '‘whether or not [the school] is in session.’* 
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among 60 Superior Court school zone dispositions in Hampden County Superior Court 



that we reviewed, 45, or 75%, received committed time on one or more charges. 



Table 10: Percent of District Court School Zone Cases Leading to 
District Court School Zone Convictions or to Superior Court Indictments 





Fall River 


New! Bedford; 


iSpringfield: : 


Overall (within or not within school/paik zones) (N = 79, 1 1 2, 1 60) 


13% 


13% 


32% 


Not within a school or park zone (N = 8, 13 , 34) 


25% 


15% 


21% 


Within either a school or park zone (N = 7 1 , 99, 1 26) , 


11% 


13% 


35% 


Among Those Within School or Park Zone: 








Weekday (N= 6, 17, 19) 


1 1% 


13% 


33% 


Weekend (N= 65, 82, 107) 


17% 


12% 


47% 


Day (6AM -6PM) (N = 32, 43, 49) 


13% 


19% 


37% 


Evening (6PM - 10PM) (N = 24, 48, 49) 


13% 


6“/(] 


33% 


Night (10PM - 6AM) (N = 15, 8, 28) 


7% 


25% 


36% 


School Session (September - June) (N = 62, 77, 104) 


13% 


10% 


36% 


School Summer (July - August) (N = 9, 22, 22) 


0% 


23% 


32% 


Weekday Day in School Session (N = 26, 24, 35) 


15% 


13% 


40% 


One or more of Summer, Weekend or After 6PM (N = 45, 75, 9 1 ) 


9% 


13% 


33% 


Heroin and other Class A (N = 39, 35, 30) 


18% 


26% 


43% 


Cocaine and other Class B (N = 27, 36, 76) 


4% 


8% 


36% 


Marijuana and other Class D (N = 4, 23, 20) 


0% 


0% 


20% 


Class E, miscellaneous minor (N = 0, 1,0) 


0% 


0% 


0% 


Unspecified (N = 1, 4, 0) 


0% 


25% 


0% 



In Table 10, we combined indictments to Superior Court with school zone 



convictions, as representative of more serious dispositions. This simplifies the 



presentation, but overstates the anomaly in the second line of data in the table - a 
percentage of persons who were not actually guilty of dealing within a school zone (by 
our numbers) but who took a conviction: In the sample of 443 cases in the study, only 4 
outside school/park zones were actually convicted of school zone charges in District 
Court. 



Table 10 shows that, as for charging, factors related to presence of children - time 
of day, day of week, season - do not have any powerful effects on case disposition. Drug 
class does have visible effects in the table, on inspection, but is not statistically 
significant in predicting disposition. 



Note that not all of these Superior Court cases were included in the principal analysis of this study, because they could not all be 
matched with original District Court cases. See discussion circa Table 4. 

Of these 4, 1 is in Springfield and, in that case, we classified the incident as more than 1000 feet from a school because we did not 
include a day care facility as a pre-school. See note 1 6. 
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One might speculate that the degree of proximity to a school within a school zone 
might play a role in school zone charge dispositions, even though the law does not 
distinguish degrees of proximity within a school zone. Our analysis suggests that it plays 
little role. Under Massachusetts law^^, distances to a school are to be measured as the 
crow flies. All distances in this paper are computed on that basis, except in the right hand 
side of Table 1 1 . Experience and anecdotes indicate that in most school zone trials, the 
evidence of distance presented is a wheel measurement of a pedestrian path from the 
incident to the boundary of the school property. A wandering pedestrian path is 
necessarily longer than or equal to a straight line. Table 1 1 presents both straight line and 
pedestrian path distances^^ and suggests that neither has a powerful effect on the 
probability of school zone conviction. Regression analysis confirms that for cases within 
1000 straight line feet there is no significant relationship between closeness to a school 
(by either measure) and the probability of conviction. In other words, offenders dealing 
on school premises are not more likely to take a school zone conviction than offenders 
dealing at 900 feet from a school. 



Commonwealth v. Robert F. Spano. 414 Mass. 178, 605 NE2d 1241 (Mass. 1993). 

The pedestrian path measurements were generated by using Arcview 3.1’s distance length measurement ftinction and tracing 
distances along apparent pathways from incident to school based on aerial photos and street maps. 

This statement is based on regression analysis of conviction/indictment (quantifying this variable as a 0 if no conviction and no 
indictment or a 1 if either) against raw distance by each measure, separately or with other variables. Some statistically significant 
coefficients enierge, but have the wrong sign (higher probability of conviction further away from the school). 
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Table 1 1 : Percent of District Court School Zone Cases Leading to 
District Court School Zone Convictions or to Superior Court Indictments 
by Straight Line and Pedestrian Path Measurements 
(Analysis limited to cases within 1000 straight line feet of school but more than 100 feet from park) 



Ranges in febt'/ ^ 


> Straight Line Measurements 


. 'Pedestrian Path Measurements (Roughs , 


' ' Case Count r 


' % Convicted/Indicted’ 


i CaseCount ' ' - 


% Convicted/Indicted 


. FR 


'NB. f 


SP' ^ 


' fr:^ 


NB 


-SP. 


' FR 


NB- 


SP. 


Fr.. 


NB 


SP 


0 


1 


1 


3 


0% 


0% 


33% 


1 


1 


5 


0% 


0% 


20% 


0 to 100 


3 


8 


8 


0% 


13% 


38% 


3 


8 


6 


0% 


13% 


50% 


100 to 200 


6 


2 


3 


17% 


0% 


67% 


6 


2 


3 


17% 


0% 


67% 


200 to 3 00 


7 


12 


21 


0% 


0% 


52% 


6 


8 


13 


0% 


0% 


62% 


300 to 400 


7 


17 


16 


14% 


24% 


31% 


5 


7 


3 


0% 


0% 


33% 


400 to 500 


7 


6 


21 


0% 


17% 


24% 


3 


8 


4 


33% 


25% 


50% 


500 to 600 


7 


5 


14 


14% 


20% 


21% 


7 


13 


9 


0% 


15% 


0% 


600 to 700 


8 


9 


12 


13% 


1 1% 


42% 


7 


7 


13 


14% 


14% 


31% 


700 to 800 


10 


9 


7 


20% 


11% 


14% 


5 


4 


1 1 


20% 


25% 


18% 


800 to 900 


1 1 


17 


2 


18% 


6% 


0% 


13 


8 


24 


23% 


25% 


46% 


900 to 1000 


2 


1 1 


2 


0% 


18% 


0% 


4 


9 


- 5 


0% 


1 1% 


20% 


Over 1000 


0 


0 


0 


n/a 


n/a 


n/a 


9 


22 


13 


11% 


5% 


0% 



Geography of the School Zone Law 

As noted at the outset, a core purpose of the school zone law is to keep drug 
dealing away from schools. Figures 2 through 4 show the school/park zones in our 
sample cities. They show the downtown areas which account for most of the dealing. 
One can see that penalty zones are irregularly shaped and that offenders are unlikely to be 
able to tell whether they are in them. 

Figure 2: Downtown Area Including 100 of 103 (97%) Sample Dealing Incidents in Fall River 
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Figure 3: Downtown Area Including 155 of 180 (86%) Sample Dealing Incidents in New Bedford 




Figure 4: Downtown Area Including 155 of 160 (97%) Sample School -Zone-Charged 
Dealing Incidents in Springfield 




Drug dealers tend to offend in the vicinity of their homes. As shown in Table 12, 
34% of incidents are within 500 feet of their homes and only 21% are more than 10,000 
feet away or in another city. In 73% of the incidents that occur in a school zone, the 
offender resides in a school zone (although their home is not necessarily closest to the 
same school). 



Qualifying this point, note that among those arrested within 500 feet of their homes, 3/5 (92 of 150) were arrested in conjunction 
with the execution of a search warrant. 43 of the 249 cases more than 500 feet from home but in the same city are also pursuant to a 
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Table 12: Distances between Incident Address and Offender Address ~ Combined 
Fall River, New Bedford, Springfield Sample of District Court Cases in Fiscal 1999. 



In^Sme City •' ■ ^ '-N 






%bfT6tal 


In home or within 500 feet of home 


150 


34% 


In same census tract (neighborhood), but over 500 feet 


46 


10% 


Different census tract and from 500 to 10000 feet from home 


152 


34% 


Different census tract and over 10000 feet from home 


49 


11% 


Other Cities 


44 


10% 


Unknown residence 


2 


0% 


TOTAL 


443 


100% 



Given the chaotic patterning of school zones and the frequent proximity of 
dealing to homes of dealers resident in school zones, one would not predict that the 
school zone law would steer drug dealers effectively away from schools. Figure 5 shows 
visually how in downtown Springfield, the density of drug dealing incidents does not 
decrease as one approaches schools. 



Figure 5: Schools in Downtown Springfield Surrounded by 250 Foot Rings out to 1000 Feet 
(Drug Dealing Incidents Charged as School Zones Marked as Dots) 




search warrant. We located incidents at the point of sale where defendants were charged with actual distribution and at the point of 
arrest where defendants were charged with possession with intent to distribute. 
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Table 13 shows this quantitatively,^^ It shows that at all distances below 1000 
feet, except on school premises per se, drug dealing is denser than it is at distances above 
1000 feet - the precise opposite of what we would hope to find if the law were effective. 
The table says, for example, that in poverty areas in Fall River, there were 11 drug 
dealing incidents per square mile in the area zero to 250 feet from a school, but only one 
incident per square mile in the area over one thousand feet per school. For Springfield, 
results over 1000 feet are “n/a” because drug-dealing cases which were not charged as 
school zone cases were not provided to the study. However, one can confirm from these 
data for Springfield that within school zones, there is not a drop-off in density as one 
moves closer to schools, as one would hope to see if one were successfully deterring 
dealing near schools. For example, in extreme poverty areas in Springfield, the chart 
shows that the area within 250 feet of schools has a density of 44, while the density is 
only 31 in the 750 to 1000 foot area. 



Table 13: Drug Incidents per Square Mile in Fiscal 1999 {Not for Cross-County Comparison: 

In Springfield only includes those charged as School Zone Offenses and within those, only includes 
40%. In Fall River/New Bedford, includes all - see Methodology.) 





Sub^diyisionibfAireasiby D^ ^ ^ 


Ateasby 6ityiahdT*overtyiEeve 


On^SchboLt 


0itb)250 f eetst 


250itO500:Ft.> 


500 to 750 Ft. 


750 to 10(K)Ft> 


Ovei^HXX) Feet 


All Distances: 


Fall River Non -poverty 


6 


13 


7 


11 


6 


0 


2 


Fall River Poverty 


0 


1 1 


47 


39 


23 


1 


11 


New Bedford Norv poverty 


0 


9 


23 


6 


‘ 13 


2 


4 


New Bedford Poverty 


7 


34 


44 


44 


51 


14 


29 


Springfield Non -poverty 


0 


2 


4 


2 


2 


n/a 


1 


Springfield Poverty 


8 


28 


24 


8 


4 


n/a 


8 


Springfield Poverty (extreme) 


0 


44 


72 


50 


31 


n/a 


33 


All Areas Together 


3 


15 


21 


15 


12 


2 


5 


N for All Areas Together 


6 


55 


112 


90 


77 


103 


443 



NOTE: “Poverty” areas are census tracts with poverty rates between 20 and 40%. Extreme poverty areas are those with poverty rates 
over 40%. See note 3. 



It is often said that the school zone law has a particularly harsh impact on poverty 
areas in the centers of older cities where there are many small neighborhood schools. 
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Within these three selected cities, the effect is real, but modest. Poverty areas do have 
two to three times more schools per unit area than do non-poverty areas in the three cities 
in our study, but the schools in non-poverty areas are larger. On net, the school/park 
zones in relationship to neighborhoods are roughly twice as large in poverty areas as in 
non-poverty areas - see last column of Table 14. Drug dealing is far denser in poverty 
areas, but this reflects a combination of higher rates per capita and higher density in 



poverty areas - see the second block of columns in Table 14. 



Table 14: Characteristics of Non-Poverty, Poverty, and Extreme Poverty Areas combined across 
Fall River, New Bedford and Springfield. 





Pop. 


Area in 
Sq. Mi. 


Pop. per 
Square 
Mile 


Drug 

Dealing 

Cases 


Drug 
Dealing 
Cases 
per Sq. 
Mile 


Drug 

Dealing 

Cases 

per 

100000 

People 


Number 

of 

Schools 
(count 
twice if 
span 
areas) 


Schools 
per Sq. 
Mi. 
(with 
over 
count) 


Merged 
Area of 
School/ 
Park 
Zones in 
Sq. Mi. 


Merged 
School 
Zones as 
%of 
Merged 
School/ 
Park 
Zones 


Merged 
School/ 
Park 
Zones as 
%of 
Area 


Non -poverty 


223047 


75.1 


2969 


136 


2 


61 


116 ’ 


1.5 


18.5 


86% 


25% 


Poverty 


96143 


13.3 


7206 


205 


15 


213 


53 


4.0 


6.2 


91% 


47% 


Poverty (extreme) 


30418 


3.1 


9722 


102 


33 


335 


14 


4.5 


1.7 


91% 


56% 


All Selected Cities 


349608 


91.6 


3817 


443 


5 


127 


167 


1.8 


26.4 


87% 


29% 



In considering the modest contrasts in Table 14, recall that we are looking in this 
study only at three central cities containing large poverty areas. A state-wide comparison 



including suburbs would show wider contrasts between poverty and non-poverty areas. 
Non-poverty areas in the selected cities are likely to more troubled than non-poverty 
areas state-wide. As an illustration, computation shows that within our study cities, those 
non-poverty neighborhoods with poverty rates below the statewide median neighborhood 
poverty rate have 1 1 drug dealing incidents per 100,000 persons (not shown in Table 14) 
as compared with 61 for all non- poverty areas in our cities (shown in Table 14). 



The area computations in Table 13 andTable 14 were done using an extension of Arcview called Xtools (version of May 9, 2000) 
developed by Mike Delaune of the Oregon Department Forestry and available at http://www.odfstate.or.us/stateforests/ 
sfeis/Documems/Xiookhtm . 

See discussion at Table 2 above. 

See discussion at Table 1 above. 
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Conclusions 

We Started with two questions: (1) Are charging and sentencing in school zone 
cases shaped by the legislative goal of keeping drug dealing away from schools? (2) Is 
the law successful in keeping drug dealing away from schools? The data presented here 
suggest a negative answer to both questions. 

The data presented in this study are highly consistent with anecdotal evidence 
from other counties. The majority of drug dealing cases occur within school zones. The 
majority of school zone charges are reduced to lesser charges and the mandatory sentence 
waived. Time of day, day of week, month of year, nearness to schools within the zone all 
have little effect on charging and case resolution. Of course, the law does not require that 
they should, but given that 1000-foot zones cover so much territory, one could argue that 
it would be consistent with legislative purpose to prioritize dealing incidents closest to 
the places children play. It is worth noting that very few drug dealing cases actually 
involve children. In our combined sample, only 4 cases involved charges of dealing to 
minors or using minors in sales. 

Police and prosecutors have made the best of a bad situation and used the law to 
further the legitimate goal of fighting drug dealing in general. The legislature chose the 
school zone boundary distance of 1000 feet with no empirical basis to indicate how it 
would work in our older cities. The data in this study show that dealing is as prevalent 
near schools as it is further away. Zones are so close together that is impossible for both 
drug dealers and children to distinguish “drug- free” zones from the rest of the city. 

If we sought to have a law that would effective guide drug-dealing further away 
from schools, it would 
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(a) keep dealers away from schools by defining a small enough zone that it could 
be consistently recognized — 100 to 250 feet around a school; 

(b) use pedestrian path measurement, rather than straight line measurement, so 
that both police and dealers could readily distinguish school zone violations ; 

(c) limit the applicability of the law to hours in which school may reasonably be 
expected to be in session. 

A statutory structure that gave more sensible guidance to both offenders and law 
enforcement officers might more effectively protect schools and the general public. 
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Available Data Inventory 



The geographic data sets used in the final analysis in this study are available for public access to properly 
cleared researchers. For the geographic data from Springfield and New Bedford which is partially 
derivative from city-owned GIS data, permission from the respective cities is required. The case/home 
(inc/hom) data sets, as collected and geographically analyzed, are available only to researchers who are 
authorized in writing both by the Criminal History Systems Board and the participating District Attorneys. 

The available files are named by the convention “ccdddppn.ext,” where cc are city codes, ddd are data type 
codes, pp are the projection of the data, n is an optional version number and ext is the application 
appropriate file extension: 



City codes (ccc) 


fr 


Fall River 




nb 


New Bedford 




sp 


Springfield 


Data type codes 


inc 


Cases/Incidents 




horn 


home addresses of defendants 




sch 


School real estate parcels 




nsc 


Non-school points (Springfield only; see discussion) 




prk 


Park real estate parcels 




gsc 


Manually recorded school parcel positions 
(comparison value only) 




bnd 


municipal boundaries (must purchase from source) 




tct 


tract boundaries (must purchase from source) 


Projections 


go 


Geographical, latitude/longitude data (unprojected) 




83 


Lambert confonnal conic, State Plane 1983, 
Massachusetts Mainland^^ - Map Units in Feet 



’’ As in Arcview 3,1 supplied standard; Spheroid GRS80, Central Meridian -71.5, Reference Latitude 41, Standard Parallel 1 
41,7166666667, Standard Parallel 2 42,6833333333, False Easting 6561 66.6666; False Northing 2460624.99975. 
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Springfield Parks 
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Springfield Non-Statutory Facilities Listed In Police Reports 
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